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LAME HEPHAISTOS

by Maura Brennan

University of Cincinnati

The Return of Hephaistos to Olympus was a popular scene in Attic vase-painting from the beginning of the sixth century
through the end of the fifth century BCE, and it is found occasionally on other forms of pottery as well. According to myth,
Hephaistos was lame, and this disability is sometimes depicted on painted pottery, almost always in scenes of his Return.
The most well-known example is the Frangois Vase, which is often the only vase cited when discussing instances of
Hephaistos’s lameness on Athenian pottery. Although three other Attic vases are occasionally cited as showing the disabiliry,
one of which does not show his Return, but instead the Birth of Athena, there are actually quite a number more Attic vases
that depict his lameness than have previously been recognised. In this paper I present seven new Attic examples that clearly
display his lameness, and consider both the different ways in which his disability is rendered and how they relate to the
various epithets associated with him For example, he is often associated with the epithet ‘clubfoot’, and while there was an
established iconography of clubfoor Corinthian komasts, the god’s disability is never rendered in this manner on Attic vases.
Instead, he is depicted in ways more similar to other epithets associated with him. Most notably, four vases represent the
disabiliry in a fashion that seems to be connected with Hephaistos’s most common Homeric epithet, dueryviets, or ‘with
both feet crooked’.

INTRODUCTION

The Return of Hephaistos to Olympus was a popular scene in Attic vase-painting from the
beginning of the sixth century through the end of the fifth century BCE, and it is found
occasionally on other pottery fabrics as well (LIMC IV.1, 1988, 627-54, s.v. Hephaistos
[A. Hermary and A. Jacquemin]; Brommer 1978);* for a catalogue of vases illustrating the
scenes, see Appendix I. According to myth, Hephaistos was lame, and this disability is
sometimes depicted on painted pottery, almost always in scenes of his Return. The best-known
example is the Francois Vase, which is often the only Athenian vase cited when discussing
instances of Hephaistos’s lameness (Brommer 1978; Carpenter 1991, 15; Fineburg 2009, 298;
Shapiro 1995, 8). Although three other vases showing this disability are occasionally cited as
doing so (see Appendix 1, Cat. 2, 7, 9), one of which does not show his Return, but instead the
Birth of Athena (Cat. 2), there are actually quite a number more Attic vases that show his
lameness than have previously been recognised. In this paper I will present seven new Attic
examples (Cat. 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10) that clearly display his lameness, and consider the different
ways in which his disability is rendered.?

LITERARY SOURCES

Hephaistos, unlike many of his Olympian companions, is mentioned infrequently in literature.
Because of this, along with the conflicting versions of the myths connected with him, his story is
often confusing and difficult to follow (Hedreen 2004, 39). The texts that describe him span
centuries, from Homer’s eighth-century BCE epics, to Apollodorus’s second-century CE work, to

' These texts include discussions of the god’s iconography as a whole, as well as the Return specifically.

This paper does not seek to illuminate the reasoning behind the disability. For an overview of disability studies
focused on Classical texts and myths, see Garland 1995, 105.
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Nonnus’s fifth-century cE epic The Dionysiaca. Interestingly, two ancient authors, Apollodorus and
Herodotus, also mention sons of Hephaistos who inherited his lameness (Apollodorus, The Library
3.16; Herodotus 3.37.2)

The god is perhaps best known for the fact that he was thrown off Mount Olympus. There are
differing versions of this story and reasons as to why he was hurled from the mountaintop. One of
the most common versions is that Hephaistos was born lame, and Hera was so displeased by his
disability that she decided to rid herself of him. In the Homeric Hymn to Pythian Apollo, Hera
expresses this sentiment: ‘... my son Hephaistos, whom I bore, was a weakling among all the
gods and had withered feet, and so I picked him up and hurled him into the great sea’ (Homeric
Hymns 3 2.316-18; see West 2003, 95).

The other tradition states that Zeus threw him off because the two gods had engaged in an
altercation. Apollodorus relays the myth in this way, saying:

Him Zeus cast out of heaven, because he came to the rescue of Hera in her bonds. For when
Hercules had taken Troy and was at sea, Hera sent a storm after him; so Zeus hung her from
Olympus. Hephaestus fell on Lemnos and was lamed of his legs, but Thetis saved him.
(Apollodorus, The Library 1.3.5; translated by Frazer 1921, 23)

The reason why Hephaistos was born with a disability is greatly debated. One theory mentioned by
some modern authors, such as Cheryl De Ciantis (2005, 7-8) and Eva Keuls (1993, 43—4), was that
Hera grew jealous when she saw Zeus giving birth to Athena, feeling as though her role as a child-
bearing woman had been usurped by her husband — and with great success as well, given how
favoured Athena became. In attempted retaliation Hera tried to give birth to a child of her own,
without Zeus’s help. As a result of her bitterness and jealousy, and also perhaps as a
commentary on the necessity and even primary importance of the male in the reproductive
process, Hephaistos was born disabled (De Ciantis 2005, 185). This theory has roots in literary
sources. In one scene in the Iliad Hephaistos expresses resentment towards his mother for her
actions. He greets Thetis, saying:

Then ‘tis a goddess I respect and honour that is within! She saved me when I was in pain by
reason of my fearful fall, thanks to my shameless mother, and she offered to hide me in my
lameness. (Homer, Iliad 18.394—96; translated by Marris 1934, 423)

Thetis, and other nymphs, saved Hephaistos from the sea when he fell into it, and nursed him back
to health. It was in the nymphs’ cave that he began to learn his craft as a smith.3
Furthermore, Nonnus’s epic says:

No fatherless Hephaistos could rival Semele’s child, none unbegotten of a father whom Hera
brought forth by her own begetting — and how he limps about on an ill-matched pair of
feeble legs to hide his mother’s bungling skill in childbirth! (Nonnus, Dionysiaca 9.228—
231; translated by Rouse 1940, 319-20)

The ancient literary sources use a variety of epithets and phrases to describe Hephaistos’s handicap.
For the full breadth and context of these terms, see Appendix 2 (detailing the vocabulary used to
discuss the disability, and where it occurs in the texts).4 It is important to keep these in mind when
delving into the visual depictions of Hephaistos’s disability for, as we shall see, there is a relationship
between the two.

3 In the Homeric Hymn to Hephaistos, one of the few pieces of literature that directly addresses the god, the poet

speaks of Hephaistos’s propensity for crafts, saying: ‘... who with steely-eyed Athena has taught splendid crafts to
mankind on earth, that previously used to live in caves in the mountains like animals. But now that they have
learned their crafts through Hephaistos the famously skilled ...": see West 2003, 202.

4 For an in-depth discussion of the vocabulary used, see Bazopoulou-Kyrkanidou 1997, 145.
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DISCUSSION OF VASES

While the literary sources about Hephaistos often refer to his disability, the artistic depictions are
not so reliable. Because of this, let us briefly define the standard iconography for the Return on
black-figure vases before dealing with the inconsistencies and ambiguity that it often presents.
The Return contains a donkey rider,5 originally in a processional context, though as the scene
became more and more common it was often broken up onto two sides of the vase, and
eventually only the rider was shown, separate from the original procession. For instance, there is
a group of vases that depict Hephaistos on one side, and Herakles battling a sea monster on the
reverse (Ahlberg-Cornell 1984, 138; Gorbunova 1983, 122-3).

Hephaistos is sometimes shown with an attribute, such as an axe, though not always. Dionysos
is usually shown walking and riding along with the procession, or seated, waiting for Hephaistos to
arrive.® Typical Dionysian elements make up the rest of the scene. Satyrs are the usual companions
on the Attic vases, generally engaged in merriment and debauchery, and there are sometimes
nymphs, though not always. Ithyphallic imagery is almost always present, in either the donkey,
the satyrs, or both.

The fullest and most identifiable representation of the Return of Hephaistos to Olympus is
pictured on the Francois Vase, where Hephaistos’s feet are cleverly drawn so that his right foot,
on the far side of the donkey, is turned backwards, thereby indicating his lameness (Cat. 1; Fig. 1).

Because of its considerable detail, and also because it is the earliest Attic depiction of this scene,
the Francois Vase is typically used as the definitive example when discussing the Return of
Hephaistos and the god’s lameness. Indeed, some scholars including Thomas Carpenter (1991,
15), Stephen Fineburg (2009, 298), Frank Brommer (1937, 204) and Alan Shapiro (1995, 8) go
so far as to consider the Return on the Frangois Vase to be essentially the only Attic example
showing Hephaistos’s disability, while others claim, perhaps with the Fran¢ois Vase in mind, that
the primary iconographic feature of the Return is Hephaistos’s lame foot (Smith, 2009, 86).7

Neither of these assumptions is correct, because they both rely mainly on one single vase, as
opposed to considering the hundreds of Attic vases that depict the Return for evidence of
Hephaistos’s disability. Two other Attic vases showing the Return are occasionally cited as
depicting a lame Hephaistos, but at other times they are not considered to be definitive
representations of his deformity (Hedreen 1992, 25).8

One of the other ways that Hephaistos’s disability is rendered, as I have discovered, is to show
one or both of his feet drawn with a zigzag line for the bottom of the foot. In these cases the god’s
feet are markedly different from those belonging to the other figures present in the scene.® A psykter
in Paris, ¢.520, whose drawing is related to the Antimenes Painter (Cat. 9; Fig. 2), shows this and
has the most angular treatment of all of the vases that represent Hephaistos’s lameness in this
manner. The incision for the right foot against the donkey’s two front legs is precise and clearly
different from the feet of any of the dancing satyrs and maenads.

5 There are often inconsistencies when referring to Hephaistos’s mount. I will refer to the animal as a donkey,

because it is usually depicted with a white mouth, a tuft-like mane (as opposed to the more flowing mane of a
mule) and a stringy tail. However, the Beazley Archive database makes no distinction, and refers to all of the
animals as mules. For further discussion of this see Fineburg 2009, 292.

S If Dionysos is not shown it does not preclude the possibility that it is still the Return; it just casts an ambiguity
onto the identification of the scene.

7 While this claim was made in the context of discussing lame Corinthian komast dancers, of which there are a
fair number of examples, there is only one Corinthian example of the Return in which Hephaistos is lame, and the
identification of that particular vase as the Return has been called into question by some scholars. See below for
further discussion about Corinthian depictions of the Return.

8 In his list of vases Hedreen mentions catalogue entries 8 and 10. However, he says that they ‘may show a
deformed foot, but one cannot be certain.’

9 While Hephaistos is mounted with his feet dangling, as opposed to being planted on the ground, the distortion
appears to be quite deliberate. In some cases a different technique is used to realise Hephaistos’s feet, that is, incision
as opposed to painting.
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Fig. 1. Black-figure volute krater; Greek, Attic, Kletias and Ergotimos, ¢.570—560. Florence,
Museo Archeologico Nazionale: 4209.

Another example of this treatment is on a late black-figure amphora, ¢.§20-510, from the Three-
Line Group in Munich (Cat. 10), on which Hephaistos rides the donkey side-saddle. In the CVA
entry for this vase Erika Kunze-Gotte notes that his feet are deformed (CVA, Munich Museum
Antiker Kleinkunst 8 [37], 29—31). Although the feet are not done with as much angular
precision as on the Paris psykter, they clearly have three distinct curves, including one in the
middle between the heel and toe that is not indicative of a naturally rendered foot.™®
Interestingly, there are traces near the feet that appear to be the donkey’s phallus, which would
have intersected with Hephaistos’s feet. However, the painter wiped the gloss for it off and
redrew the phallus at a lower angle so as not to obstruct the feet. Perhaps the artist did not want
to obscure the god’s disability.

A third example of a vase depicting Hephaistos with deformed feet in this same manner is an
amphora in Tampa (Cat. 6; Fig. 3) by the Euphiletos Painter from the second half of the sixth
century. Both sides of the vase show a single draped male figure on an ithyphallic donkey,
accompanied by a lyre-playing satyr. The rider in both scenes was originally identified as
Dionysos (Beazley 1956, 323.21). However, I would argue that this vase in fact depicts
Hephaistos, not Dionysos.

On one side Hephaistos’s foot is clearly rendered in a manner similar to the Paris and Munich
vases (Cat. 9 and 10). Instead of the smooth lines that characterise the bottoms of the satyr’s feet,
with the space between the heel and toe free of any disfiguration, the rider’s foot has clear and
apparently intended curves that create a scalloped effect on the bottom of his foot. The incision
appears as tight and controlled as it does on the rest of the vase, with the details of the

Fig. 2. Black-figure psykter; Greek, Attic, related to Antimenes Painter. Paris, Musée du
Louvre: F321.

I0

On this vase the feet are painted on, unlike the incision on the Paris psykter (Fig. 2, Cat. 9).
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Fig. 3. Black-figure neck amphora; Greek, Attic, attributed to the Euphiletos Painter [Beazley],
¢.520 BCE. Ceramic, H. 12 5/8 in. Tampa Museum of Art, Joseph Veach Noble Collection
1986.027.

musculature skilfully done on both the satyr and the donkey, which would indicate that the
appearance of the foot is intentional.™*

The last example of a vase depicting Hephaistos’s disability in this manner is an amphora in
Rome (Cat. 7). Like the previous vase, the rider was formerly identified as Dionysos. However,
on the reverse of the vessel Dionysos is pictured with maenads, so the composition of the vase
as a whole makes more sense when one considers it to be the Return, with Hephaistos as the
rider on one side and Dionysos participating in the procession on the other side.’> The
kantharos that the rider holds in his left hand does not necessarily indicate that the figure is
Dionysos. In the Return, Hephaistos is depicted in the context of Dionysian elements. He
frequently holds a drinking horn, which, during the beginning to middle of the sixth century was
an attribute of Dionysos (Carpenter 1968, 16), similar to the kantharos. Typical Dionysian
elements cannot be used to unequivocally favour an identification of Dionysos over Hephaistos,
as the attributes blend and are taken on by Hephaistos in the scene.’3

' The foot of the rider on the other side is not as clear, and cannot be identified as a disability with certainty. The

foot, however, does seem to have more curvature on the bottom line than is normally shown.

> Erika Kunze-Goétte has stated that when a vase has Dionysos on one side, and Hephaistos on the other the
entire vase should be taken as an example of the Return (see CVA, Munich Antikensammlungen 9 [48], 61).

3 In fact, many of the traditional elements and attributes associated with Dionysos first appear in the context of
the Return, and Dionysos continues to be depicted with them after he is removed from Hephaistos. For instance, the
iconography of satyrs predates that of Dionysos (Carpenter 1991, 15), though Dionysos then incorporates them
entirely into his own iconography. Therefore, it is not fair to claim that Hephaistos is borrowing Dionysian
elements; rather, Dionysos’ iconography first appears, and then develops in the presence of Hephaistos.
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The definitive factor that proves the rider is Hephaistos is the manner in which the foot is represented.
His foot is rendered in a zigzag fashion on this vase, and it is placed against the donkey’s side, making the
treatment clear and unobstructed. The incision appears to have been done painstakingly, and with a
certain amount of control that does not suggest a slip of the hand when fashioning the bottom of
Hephaistos’s foot. Therefore, the curves are indicative of a decision to display the god’s deformity in
the same manner as on the three other vases that we have already discussed.

Of interest here is the fact that a common epithet for Hephaistos used by Homer is the term
aueryvnels, which refers to the god’s feet being crooked.’# This could be a synonym of the
popular epithet for clubfoot, xvAlomodiov, which is also used to describe Hephaistos.'s It could
also be used specifically to describe the crooked, zigzag feet on the previous four vases described
(Cat. 6, 7, 9, 10), adding support to the idea that Hephaistos is rendered as lame on these vases.

Two nearly identical cups by a painter in the Essen Group depict the disability in the same way
on both vases. The first, a cup from Goteborg, dated between 530 and 520, does not even depict
Hephaistos with a foot (Cat. 4; Fig. 4). The god’s lower calf is rendered in an almost
rectangular fashion, in sharp contrast to the thick curvature of the thigh and upper calf. Instead
of the calf culminating with a foot, a sharp incised line terminates the calf without a foot. The
lines of the calf even continue past the final line. The donkey rider on this vase was previously
identified as Dionysos, like the riders on two vases previously mentioned (Cat. 6 and 7).
However, his disability indicates that he is in fact Hephaistos.

The second kylix is in Munich (Cat. §), and the lameness is rendered in the exact same fashion.
The two parallel lines cut off by an abrupt stroke at the bottom create a jagged, rectangular lower
leg, instead of the curved calf and foot that one would expect. The fact that this technique was used
more than once proves that the disability was not the result of a single slip of the hand when incising
the leg; rather it is a deliberate decision to display Hephaistos’s deformity. Detienne and Vernant
(1978, 271) mention that the word y®wAdg can imply connotations of being truncated. In Plato’s
Laws the word is used to describe an individual with only one arm (Plato, Laws 794¢). Perhaps
these two vases, with legs chopped deliberately off above the foot, can be interpreted as
representing this truncated connotation of y®Adc.

The remaining Attic vases (Cat. 3, 8, IT) are each unique in their treatment of the disability. While
there does not appear to be any connection between them in the way in which the disability is shown,
they each represent fully realised examples of feet that are intended to be viewed as lame. A black-
figure cup by the Durand Painter from the second half of the sixth century is reflective of another
epithet used for Hephaistos, pukvog nddac,™® or shrivelled feet (Cat. 3). Hephaistos’s thigh and calf
appear normal, yet the foot is thin and withered, with the heel barely articulated from the leg. In
comparison to the feet of the other figures on the vase, Hephaistos’s is rendered very differently.
Although it is a discernible foot, it appears unnatural and deformed.

Yet another example of a vase portraying a lame Hephaistos is an oinochoe in San Simeon,
¢.530—520 (Cat. 8; Fig. 5). It is one of the vases that was previously cited by Hedreen (1992, 25)
as potentially depicting a disability.*7

Hephaistos’s foot is incised very lightly, and in some places the lines are difficult to discern. It is
a broad, triangular shape, making an almost hourglass form when combined with the calf. The foot
splays out, and the two lines that should join together to create the toes never appear to meet, but

™4 See Appendix 2. This word is sometimes translated as ‘strong in both arms’; see Lattimore 1965, 129. Further
discussion of the role Hephaistos played in Homer can be found in Ratinaud-Lachdar 2010, 153-66.

'S See Appendix 2. Often in modern scholarship there is a fixation on the term ‘clubfoot’ when describing
Hephaistos’s disability. Perhaps this derives from the strong tradition of clubfoot komasts in Corinth, which
influenced the depictions of komast dancers in Athens (Ziskowski 2012, 229). However, none of the Attic
depictions of Hephaistos’s disability that I have found shows Hephaistos with a clubfoot. The disability is done in
different ways, and perhaps is derivative of the other epithets used to describe Hephaistos, not just kvAiomodiov.
The epithet dugryvnelg is much more common in the ancient sources, while the clubfoot term appears less
frequently and only in Homer when referencing Hephaistos.

S Homeric Hymn To Pythian Apollo 317. See Appendix 2.

In notes discussing both this vase as well as the Munich Amphora (Cat. 10) 3Hedreen says that they ‘may show
a deformed foot, but one cannot be certain’.
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Fig. 4. Black-figure Type A cup; Greek, Attic, attributed to the Painter of the Essen Group,
¢.530—520. Goteborg, Rohsska Museum: 70.58. Photograph by Mikael Lammgérd.

Fig. 5. Black-figure oinochoe; Greek, Attic, Class of London B 534, ¢.530-520. San Simeon,
Hearst Corporation: 9911. Photograph by Victoria Garagliano. © Hearst Castle ® CA State
Parks.
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flare out slightly just past the donkey’s chest. While the feet of the other figures on the vase are not
incised, they are recognisably and unmistakably feet. In comparison to the other figures,
Hephaistos’s splayed and cumbersome foot is almost unrecognisable as such.

The final Attic example depicting Hephaistos’s disability is a black-figure amphora in Frankfiirt
dated to the last decade of the sixth century (Cat. 11; Fig. 6). It has been attributed to the Manner of
the Kleophrades Painter. On it, Hephaistos’s foot is drawn in an almost bestial fashion, similar in
shape to the hind leg of a hare. The thigh and calf are both depicted with lifelike curves and
musculature, but the foot is thin and elongated, and the toes are articulated in a paw-like
fashion. The foot is placed against the donkey’s front right leg, and the incision at the bottom of
the foot lines up with the edge of the leg. Although this placement is not ideal for the depiction
of his foot, it is clear that when viewed in conjunction with the feet of the other figures on the
vase, Hephaistos’s foot stands out as malformed.

In addition to the unmistakable depictions of Hephaistos’s disability, there are other Attic
examples that may possibly show him as lame, although they lack the certainty of those that I
have already mentioned.™® On one such example,’ a calyx krater by the Antimenes Painter in
the Louvre dating between 520 and 510, the god’s foot is similar in style to the zigzag feet that 1
discussed above. Here the arch of Hephaistos’s foot is drawn at a severe right angle, as opposed
to the delicate curves with which the other feet on this vase are articulated.

In ancient literary sources, another way that Hephaistos is described is with the epithet kviuon
aponod, or slender legs.2° There are many vases that could be interpreted as displaying Hephaistos
with a slender leg.2* On these vases the girth of Hephaistos’s thigh is normal, if not exaggerated, and
his calf is much more slender than one would expect. Though a definitive disability cannot be
assigned to these examples, it is important to note that it was a relatively common artistic
decision to depict the donkey-riding god with lower legs that are relatively thin, and seemingly
weak. This draws directly from the aforementioned literary evidence for Hephaistos being
thought of as having slender legs. There are also many other vases on which the rider has been
previously identified as Dionysos that display a markedly slender lower leg as well.22

Besides the Attic examples, there are also several notable non-Athenian vases that depict
Hephaistos as lame. They are for the most part contemporary with the Attic examples, all dating
to the sixth century. Indeed, the oldest representations of the Return of Hephaistos can be
found on Corinthian vases (Carpenter 1986, 15). The earliest example of the Return and the
first instance of his disability is found on a Middle Corinthian amphoriskos in the National
Museum in Athens (Cat. 12; Fig. 7).

This vase dates from between 590 and 570, making it earlier than the Frangois Vase. It displays a
procession around its miniature belly in which Hephaistos rides side-saddle to the right, with his left

8 Some scholars have said that perhaps the depictions of Hephaistos sitting side-saddle are indications of his

disability (Brommer 1937, 212; Pipili 2000, 160-2). Brommer said this in reference to a krater by the Kleophrades
Painter: Paris, Museé¢ du Louvre G162. Depicting a god side-saddle was certainly derogatory, though there are
other connotations associated with it besides disability. For instance, there was supposedly a rise of side-saddle
depictions of Hephaistos after barbarians were shown side-saddle, perhaps to call into question Hephaistos’s
‘Greekness’ or place of acceptance within the pantheon (see Padgett 2000, 52). There are also the obvious
references to femininity, as side-saddle was how women would ride. However, both of these elements: the
‘unGreek’ and the feminine, apply not just to Hephaistos, to insult and mock him, but also to Dionysos. He is
frequently depicted as a feminine deity (Jameson 2003, 321) and was a foreigner to Mount Olympus. Although
side-saddle depictions do not blatantly indicate that Hephaistos is lame, they certainly do add another layer to the
mocking and derogatory manner in which he was depicted.

' Paris, Musée du Louvre: MNE938. See in Poux 2009, 80, fig. 79 and Pasquier 2009, 100, fig. 99. Another
potential depiction of the zigzag foot is in Berkeley: Phoebe Apperson Hearst Museum of Anthropology: 8.5699.
See LIMC 1V.2, 1988, s.v. Hephaistos pl. 395, fig. 142f.

2% See Appendix 2.

For example: London, British Museum 1908,0101.1. BAPD 11805. See CVA, London, British Museum 2 (2),
7, pl. 77 figs. 19.2a—c.

2> For example: Paris, Musée du Louvre: F133. BAPD 302665. See CVA, Paris, Musée du Louvre 10 (17), 96-97,

pls 743, 744 figs. 108.4-5, 109.6.
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Fig. 6. Black-figure neck amphora; Greek, Attic, Manner of Kleophrades Painter, ¢.§10-500.
Frankfiirt, Museum fiir Vor- und Frithgeschichte: B286.

foot heavily contorted into a clubfoot. A cloaked man walking behind him is commonly thought to be
Dionysos, although others contest this identification (Isler-Kerényi 2007, 24—7). There are several
other differences in the iconography of this vase in comparison to its Attic counterparts showing the
Return. The mount appears to be more like a horse than the donkey that is always displayed on Attic
vases. The thick and flowing mane is very different from the short bristles seen on donkeys. The ears
are smaller and more delicate than the large comical ears of a donkey. The bearded processional
companions on this vase are not satyrs, but are generally considered to be padded dancers (Seeberg
1965, 105). Interestingly, komast dancers are rarely depicted as ithyphallic, yet this vase is an
exception (Smith 2007, §1).23 While the identification of the scene on this vase as the Return of
Hephaistos is contested (Carpenter 1986, 16; Isler-Kerényi 2007, 24—7), the iconography appears
very strongly to be that of the Return.?4 If the rider is taken to be Hephaistos, it represents the earliest
depiction of both the Return and his disability.

23 Does this strengthen the connection between these komasts and satyrs who eventually take their place in the

Return? If it is rare for the padded dancers to be depicted as ithyphallic, the fact that an exception is made on a
scene that eventually becomes inundated with ithyphallic imagery is significant. Though Smith believes that
komasts became disassociated from the Return as they became adopted in fabrics outside of Corinth (Ziskowski
2012, 229), perhaps they still thematically influenced the Return through their successors.

>4 Some scholars have argued that this is merely a retroactive application of Attic iconography to this Corinthian
vase (Isler-Kerényi 2007, 25). However, taking the different features of the scene into account — the ithyphallic
imagery that is prominent in the Return and unusual for the padded dancers, and the rider with maimed feet, all
in the context of a procession — this vase appears to be the Return, even with its idiosyncrasies.
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Fig. 7. Black-figure amphoriskos; Greek, Corinthian, c¢.§90—570. Athens, National Museum:
664. Photograph by Irini Miari. Copyright © Hellenic Ministry of Culture and Sports
Archaeological Receipts Fund.

The second example, an earlier vase dating to the very beginning of the sixth century, is a
Corinthian krater in the British Museum (Cat. 13). Some scholars have considered Hephaistos to
be disabled on this vase (Seeberg 1965, 103). However, on close examination, his feet do not
appear to be deformed. This observation has already been made by Carpenter (1986, 17). There
is a strong tradition of clubfoot komasts on Corinthian vases that in many ways has impacted the
scholarship on the Return because of the shared lameness (Smith 2009, 70; Ziskowski 2012,
211). This can be seen in the use of the term ‘clubfoot’ when describing the disability, as well as
the comparisons that are drawn between lame komast dancers and Hephaistos (Smith 2009, 75).

A Laconian cup in Rhodes, contemporary with the Francois Vase, also depicts Hephaistos’s
disability (Cat. 14; Fig. 8). The interior of the vase is divided in half. The god rides an
ithyphallic donkey side-saddle, with his clubfeet contorted in opposite directions. He extends his
right hand, holding a drinking horn, out to a naked man who follows on the left, with a
wineskin slung over his left shoulder. This vase displays Hephaistos’s lameness perhaps the most
blatantly of all the vases, with both feet clearly and heavily disabled.

The last two non-Attic vases are both from the last third of the sixth century. A Caeretan
hydria by the Eagle Painter (Cat. 15) shows Hephaistos riding a donkey to the left, with his feet
curled into balls like clenched fists, while a Campana dinos in Wirzburg (Cat. 16) depicts
Hephaistos with thin legs that end in a small point. Both of these vases are commonly
referenced when discussing the Return of Hephaistos, as they depict the scene in its entirety,
and both obviously show his lameness.

Thus, the non-Attic examples that depict Hephaistos as lame during the Return have several
similarities with their Attic counterparts. They all fall within the sixth century, are done in black
figure, and for the most part are articulated in a unique manner on each vase. A clubfoot, however,
is shown more accurately on these vases than on the Attic vases, which is a significant difference. It
may also perhaps be the source of the aforementioned preference shown by modern scholars for the
clubfoot epithet kvAlonodiov when discussing Hephaistos, at the expense or neglect of other, more
common ones, such as oueryvels, which refers to his feet being crooked.
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Fig. 8. Black-figure kylix; Greek, Laconian, ¢.570. Rhodes, Archaeological Museum: 10.711I.
Copyright © Hellenic Ministry of Culture and Sports Archaeological Receipts Fund.

CONCLUSION

Although there is uncertainty regarding exactly how many vases do indeed depict the Return, and
how many show the god’s lameness, I have shown that there are a significantly greater number of
Attic vases that represent Hephaistos’s disability than have been previously identified: seven i tozo.
I have also shown that there are several different ways that the disability was rendered, and that there
was no standard iconography for depicting the disability.?5 The zigzag technique, as I have observed,
was used by several painters on at least four different vases in the last quarter of the sixth century, a
manner of indicating his lameness that was only previously recognised by Erika Kunze-Gétte on
the Munich vase (Cat. 10). This technique, as well as some of the others we have seen, relates very
clearly back to the epithets used in literature for his disability, such as dgueryvieig (with both feet
crooked), pwvog mddog (shrivelled feet), xviuon dponoi (slender legs) and ywhog (lame, with
associations of truncation). Thus, the seven new examples of a lame Hephaistos that I have
discussed in this paper change our previous conception of the iconography of the Return. Not only
are there more examples of his disability than have been previously recognised, but also we have
discovered that there are multiple vases on which a figure who has been identified as Dionysos
depicts in fact Hephaistos,2® some of which show the god disabled (Cat. 4, 5, 6, 7).

25 Because of this, any attempts to diagnose the medical reason for Hephaistos’s lameness based on the

iconography of the disability are futile, as there is no one manner in which he is shown lame. This has been
attempted by several scholars: see Bazopoulou-Kyrkanidou 1997, 147; Bartsocas 1972, 45I.

26 The number of vases that depict donkey riders is vast. Most of them are bearded figures with draped mantles,
and lack any specific attributes. When there is no tool or disability, and the rider is not accompanied by Dionysos, it is
impossible to say whether the figure is Hephaistos or Dionysos (Isler-Kerényi 2007, 83). However, the figures should
be considered with the iconography of the Return in mind. This is especially true because Dionysos was usually
depicted wearing a long chiton even after it went out of style (Jameson 2003, 323), and the donkey rider’s
garment is usually short. In fact, on black-figure vases Dionysos is almost always depicted in a long chiton, so it is
reasonable to assume that a rider wearing a short mantle is not Dionysos. When Dionysos is depicted in the
Return along with Hephaistos, he usually wears a long garment, even when Hephaistos is clothed in a short
mantle. The instances of the rider wearing a long garment are usually when he sits side-saddle. This is probably
less to do with which god is depicted, and more with the practicality of wearing a long garment when riding side-
saddle. There are many vases on which a donkey rider has been identified as Dionysos when it is indeed
Hephaistos, including several which I mentioned in this paper (Cat. 4, §, 6, 7) as well as others. Notably, there is
an amphora, in an unknown collection, depicted in Studi Etruschi 39 (1971), pl. 10b,c that has been identified as
Dionysos, even though he apparently holds a double axe.
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APPENDIX 1: CATALOGUE OF VASES
1. Florence, Museo Archeologico Nazionale: 4209

Francgois Vase

Attic black-figure volute krater ¢.570-560
Kletias and Ergotimos

BAPD 300000

The Return is depicted on a band of decoration beneath the main frieze. Hephaistos, who is inscribed, is
bearded, astride an ithyphallic donkey facing and moving left towards Dionysos, who also is identified by an
inscription. Hephaistos’s feet are turned in two different directions; his left foot is normal, but his right foot,
on the far side of the donkey, is turned around backwards.

Ithyphallic figures marked XIAENOI follow closely behind. The first one carries a wineskin, and the next plays the
aulos. A third silen has grabbed a nymph and is dipping her in his arms, and at the rear of the scene, after the
interruption of a missing fragment, two more nymphs follow; the last one holds a tympanum.

References: Beazley 1956, 76.1, 682; Beazley 1971, 29; Boardman 1974, fig. 46.7; Brommer 1978, 11 fig. 1, pl.
1.1-2; Beazley 1986, pl. 25.4; Carpenter 1986, 19—21 pl. 4a; LIMC 1IV.2, 1988, s.v. Hephaistos, pl. 202 fig.
186; Carpenter, Mannack, and Mendonca 1989, 21; Carpenter 1991, figs. 1—2, 20, 75, 86, 248, 284; Hedreen
1992, 14-15, pl. 1a,b; Boardman 1993, 71 fig. 66; Boardman 1996, 102-3, figs. 89—90; Carpenter 1997, pls.
sa, 12a,b, 38a; Sutton 2000, 50 fig. 2.2; Boardman 2001, 52—3, 182, figs. 62—4, 202; Isler-Kerényi 2007, 91,
fig. 42; Hirayama 2010, foldout, pls. I-1II, 3-14, fig. 21b,c,e,g; Shapiro, Iozzo, and Lezzi 2013, vol. 2 pl. 3,
36—7.

2. Berlin, Antikensammlung: 1704

Attic black-figure neck amphora c.570—560
Kyllenios Painter in Tyrrhenian Group
BAPD 310014

The upper register shows the Birth of Athena. To the left of Zeus stands a triad of figures, Hermes, Hephaistos
and Dionysos, who are all labelled. On the right stands Hermes, facing left and holding his kerykeion. On the left
Dionysos stands facing right, holding his kantharos in his right hand and gesturing with his left. In the middle,
striding between the two is Hephaistos. He moves left, but his head is turned back to the right, facing Hermes.
He holds his attribute, the double axe, in his left hand, and his right foot is placed forward and curved into a
clubfoot.

References: Beazley 1956, 96.14, 683; Beazley 1971, 36; CVA, Berlin, Antikenmuseum 5§ (45) 23-5, pls. 12.1-2,
14.1-2, 16.1-3; Heilmeyer er al. 1988, 66, no. 1; LIMC V.2, 1990, s.v. Hermes, pl. 255, fig. 681; Schefold
1992, fig. 1; Bilde, Nielsen and Nielsen 1993, 300, fig. 11; Boardman 1996, 104, fig. 91; Knittlmayer and
Heilmeyer 1998, 43, no. 16; Boardman 2001, 50 fig. 59; Deacy and Villing 2001, pl. 5b; Angiolillo and
Giuman 2007, 219, fig. 7; Isler-Kerényi 2007, 153, fig. 94; Schlesier and Schwarzmaier 2008, 75, fig. 6a—b;
Backe-Dahmen et al. 2010, 12-13, no. 3; Hirayama 2010, fig. 24d; Schwarzmaier er al. 2012, 71, no. 30.
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3. Luzern, Market, Ars Antiqua

Athenian black-figure Type A cup c¢.550-520
Durand Painter
BAPD 340234

This cup depicts a Return scene punctuated by eyes on each side. Outside of the eyes are a pair of dogs as well as
maenads, one of whom frolics with one kroryle, another with an aulos, and the others simply dance. Between the
eyes on one side stands Dionysos and another draped, bearded male figure, surrounded by vines.

Between the eyes on the other side of the cup is Hephaistos. He rides a braying donkey. Behind the animal walks
an almost completely concealed satyr accompanying Hephaistos. The god’s thigh and calf are drawn with thickly
defined musculature, yet his foot is drawn as a rather withered stump, with the heel barely articulated from the
rest of his leg. This is a strangely drawn foot, when compared with the other feet pictured on the vase, and it can
be interpreted as a depiction of his disability.

The tondo of the cup contains a Gorgoneion.

Reference: Beazley 1971, 98.2 bis.
4. Goteborg, Rohsska Museum: 70.58

Athenian black-figure Type A cup c¢.530-520
Painter of the Essen Group

Perhaps workshop of Nikosthenes

BAPD 14662

On both sides of the cup, between the eyes a single figure identified as Dionysos rides a donkey, holding
a comically large drinking horn. Satyrs dance outside of the eyes, and beneath both handles are jumping
dolphins.

The rider’s leg terminates without a foot; instead a straight incised line cuts the leg off abruptly. All of the satyrs
have perfectly normal feet, whereas the rider’s leg seems to be intentionally botched. While the thigh and upper
part of the calf are drawn using curvature more reflective of the human form, the lower part of the calf is done in
an almost rectangular manner, which is strange. This indicates that the rider is disabled, which would mean that
the former identification of the figure as Dionysos is incorrect. The rider is Hephaistos, and this vase depicts the
Return of Hephaistos to Olympus.

Reference: CVA, Goteborg, Public Collections (3) 75 pl. 32.1-3.
5. Munich, Antikensammlungen: 2090

Athenian black-figure Type A Cup ¢.530-520
Painter of the Essen Group

Perhaps workshop of Nikosthenes

BAPD 331764

This cup is a twin of the kylix in G6teborg (Cat. 4). The rider’s disability is rendered in exactly the same manner;
his lower calf lacks any curvature, and is formed by just two straight lines that at the bottom are met by another
straight-line cutting perpendicularly across, thereby rendering the leg as a rectangular stump, rather than a foot.

References: Beazley 1956, 631.4; CVA, Munich, Antikensammlungen 13 (77), 102-3, fig. 1, pl. 66.1-8.
6. Tampa (FL), Museum of Art: 86.27

Athenian black-figure neck amphora ¢.§30-520
Euphiletos Painter
BAPD 301707

Both sides of this vase display a rider on a donkey partnered with a satyr. The riders have been incorrectly
identified as Dionysos, when in fact they are Hephaistos. On the first side of the vase, the god rides an
ithyphallic donkey whose head is thrown back as if the animal is braying. On the right, a satyr playing the lyre
steps towards Hephaistos. The god holds a drinking horn in his right hand, and his foot is drawn with a
zigzag line that indicates his disability.

The reverse of this vase has another rider, seemingly without any identifiable attributes. The rider is almost
identical to the one on the other side of the vase, although he holds a strand of ivy. The satyr in this case is
also on the right, playing the lyre, but he moves to the right with his back to Hephaistos. While he plays the
strings with his left hand, he grasps a branch of ivy with his right.
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The rider’s foot on this side looks to be deformed also, although not quite as striking as the foot on the other side:
the zigzag is much less pronounced than on side A, although it is still different from the satyrs’.

References: Beazley 1956, 323.21; Beazley 1971, 142; Hyatt 1981, fig.1, second from left; Carpenter, Mannack and
Mendonca 1989, 88.

7. Rome, Mus. Naz. Etrusco di Villa Giulia: 74944

Attic black-figure neck amphora c.§30-520
BAPD 5400

On the left a maenad and a satyr both move rapidly to the left, although their heads are turned back to the right.
The satyr appears to be carrying a wineskin, which is visible below the donkey’s belly. On the right another satyr
stands facing right, playing the barbiton.

In the middle, a bearded figure rides an ithyphallic donkey to the right. In his right hand he grasps the reins, with
his elbow jutting back, and in his left he holds a large kantharos. The bottom of the rider’s foot is incised in a
zigzag outline that indicates his disability. Although the rider on this vase was previously identified as
Dionysos, he is in fact Hephaistos on the donkey.

The reverse depicts Dionysos, holding a drinking horn, and flanked by maenads.

References: Moretti 1975, pl. 61, no. 14; Battaglia, Pallottino and Proietti 1980, 221, fig. 294.
8. San Simeon (CA), Hearst Corporation: 9911

Athenian black-figure oinochoe ¢.530-520
Class of London B 524
BAPD 351290

An unbearded Hephaistos with closely cropped hair appears in the centre of the scene, riding an ithyphallic
donkey. On either side of him, naked, ithyphallic satyrs dance, gesturing with their arms and moving their
feet. The one to Hephaistos’s right turns back around to the left in order to make eye contact with him.

Hephaistos’s foot is depicted as a broad triangle, which is strange in comparison to the naturally depicted feet of
both satyrs. The foot splays out in an ungainly manner, and the calf and the foot together create an almost
hourglass shape. This strange depiction represents his congenital disability. Beazley 1971, 179.3

Reference: Hedreen 1992, 184.
9. Paris, Musée du Louvre: F321

Attic black-figure psykter ¢.520
Related to Antimenes Painter
BAPD 320242

Hephaistos sits astride an ithyphallic donkey moving to the right. Bearded, he holds a drinking horn in his left
hand. His right foot is articulated by incision against the body of the donkey. It is drawn with a zigzag that sets it
apart from the other feet depicted on the vase. This is indicative of Hephaistos’s disability.

On the left is a dancing maenad, and a satyr leads on the right. The procession, consisting of satyrs and maenads,
moves right around the psykter to Dionysos, who is seated on a diphros on the opposite side of the vase.

References: CVA, Paris, Musée du Louvre 8 (12) 505-6, pls. 73.4-6, 74.2—3; Beazley 1956, 282.22; Drougou 1975,
14, 47, pl. 14.1; Carpenter, Mannack and Mendonca 1989, 73.

10. Munich, Antikensammlungen: J1271

Athenian black-figure amphora ¢.520-510
Three-line Group
BAPD 1159

A bearded Hephaistos is pictured in the middle of the scene riding a braying, ithyphallic donkey side-saddle. On
each side a satyr flanks him, and all of the figures are moving to the right. The satyr on the left tugs on
Hephaistos’s garment, and Hephaistos turns his head back to look at him.

Hephaistos’s feet are drawn with a mangled, zigzag quality that indicates his disability. Faint traces
around the feet appear to be a phallus that was wiped off and redrawn at a lower angle so as to not obstruct
the feet.

The reverse of the vase depicts Herakles battling a sea monster.
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References: CVA, Munich, Museum Antiker Kleinkunst 8 (37) 29-31, pls. 373.4, 377.1-2, 378.4; LIMC III.2,
1986, s.v. Dionysos, pl. 343, fig. 397; Vierneisel and Kaeser 1990, 379, fig. 67.11.

11. Frankfiirt, Museum fiir Vor- und Friihgeschichte: B286

Athenian black-figure amphora ¢.§10-500
Manner of Kleophrades Painter
BAPD 351279

Hephaistos and Dionysos are pictured amidst vines, both moving to the right. Dionysos is on the right, turning
back to face Hephaistos. He holds a kantharos in his right hand and grasps an ivy vine in his left. On the left
Hephaistos rides a rearing, ithyphallic donkey and holds a goad. His left foot is not pictured, but his right foot
extends downwards and is depicted with an almost bestial quality. The toes are articulated by incision, and in
comparison with Dionysos’ feet, Hephaistos is clearly depicted as disabled.

On the reverse is a scene of satyrs along with dancing maenads.
References: CVA, Frankfurt am Main 1 (25) 29 pls. 30.1-2, 33.6; Beazley 1971, 176; Kunze-Goétte 1992, pls. 53.4,
56.2—3, 67.4.

12. Athens, National Museum: 664

Middle Corinthian amphoriskos §90-570

In the centre of the vessel Hephaistos rides a donkey side-saddle to the right. Although it is difficult to make out
his feet, both of his calves are visible against the donkey’s side. The foot that can clearly be seen is contorted into
a twisted clubfoot, indicating Hephaistos’s disability. In his left hand he holds a drinking horn up to his lips, and
he grasps the reins of the animal in the other. The procession moves around the vase to the right. It is composed
primarily of komasts, some of whom are ithyphallic, and one of them holds a drinking vessel.

A cloaked figure who may be identified as Dionysos stands two figures behind Hephaistos in the procession.
In front of the animal is a plant, and the rest of the empty space is filled with dot rosettes.

References: Seeberg 1965, 85 pl. XXXIV; Hedreen 1992, 131; Dasen 1993, 199; Garland 1995, pl. 18; Isler-
Kerényi 2007, 24, fig. 13; Ziskowski 2012, 107 fig. 2.

13. London, British Museum: 1867,0508.860

Corinthian black-figure krater c.600-575
Apparently by the Ophelandros Painter

On the left there are two komasts, the second one carrying a wineskin over his left shoulder and a vessel in his right
hand. Next, Dionysos faces right, holding a drinking horn in his left hand. In the centre Hephaistos rides a mule to
the right. He holds a drinking horn in his right hand, which he turns around and extends towards Dionysos. In front
of Hephaistos a komast lunges forward with his left foot. He holds a branch with his left hand and looks back,
seemingly making eye contact with the donkey. Two komasts on the right complete the scene. One stands to the
right holding a drinking horn, while the other faces left, gesturing with both hands by his hips.

Although some scholars believe that Hephaistos is lame on this vase, this is not the case as his feet are sound.
In the lower band of decoration is an animal frieze. A combat scene is shown on the reverse.

References: Forsdyke, Smith and Walters 1893, 13; Carpenter 1986, 17, pl. 4b; Hedreen 1992, 25; Walsh 2009,
109 fig. 23; Ziskowski 2012, 217-18 fig. 3; Oakley 2013, 53—4 fig. 13.

14. Rhodes, Archaeological Museum: 10.711

Laconian black-figure kylix ¢.570

A line divides the tondo of the cup into two equal parts. In one zone a bearded man kneels and guides a lion from
the rear with reins. The beast turns his head back to look at him. An owl is perched above, and an aquatic bird
stands on the far left.

On the other half of the interior Hephaistos, identified by his two clubfeet, rides an ithyphallic donkey side-saddle.
With his left hand he grasps between the ears of the donkey, while holding a drinking horn in his right hand. He
stretches his right arm out to the right towards the naked man who follows the beast on the left, a wineskin slung
over his shoulder. This scene depicts an abbreviated version of the Return of Hephaistos to Olympus.

References: CVA, Rhodes, Archaeological Museum 1 (9) III D pl. 4; Pipili 1987, 54, fig. 80; Hedreen 1992, 146;
Garland 1995, pl. 19; Bazopoulou-Kyrkanidou 1997, 150 fig. 5.
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15. Vienna, Kunsthistorisches Museum: 3577

Caeretan black-figure hydria ¢.530-520
Eagle Painter

On the left Dionysos stands facing right holding a kantharos in his left hand. An unbearded Hephaistos, atop a
donkey, rides left towards Dionysos. A maenad runs behind Hephaistos holding a snake in both hands.

Hephaistos’s feet are curled back into clenched balls, with the toes articulated to further emphasise the disability.
His left foot is clearly seen, but his right clubfoot is only slightly visible beneath the donkey’s belly; just enough is
shown to indicate that both feet, not just one, are disabled.

References: Boardman 1998, fig. 491; Boardman 2001, fig. 107; Walsh 2009, 110 fig. 42.
16. Wirzburg, Martin von Wagner Museum: H5332

Campana black-figure dinos c.530-520

In the centre a naked Hephaistos rides a donkey to the left towards a standing figure, who is usually identified as
Dionysos, gesturing with both hands in the donkey’s face. Behind Hephaistos, on the right, a satyr follows and
grasps the donkey’s tail with his left hand while holding a drinking horn up in his right hand. Slung over on his
back is a full wineskin. Several satyrs follow in the procession.

Beneath a thick muscular thigh, Hephaistos’s calf is incredibly slender. Instead of a naturally articulated foot, the
leg culminates in a withered point. This clearly indicates Hephaistos’s disability.

References: Brommer 1978, fig. 11.3; Boardman 2001, fig. 106.
7. *Addendum?7

Beaulieu-sur-Mer, Villa Kerylos
Chalcidian neck amphora ¢.560-510

On the left of the scene stands Dionysos, whose left hand is shown reaching out towards the middle figure.
Hephaistos is pictured in the centre of the field reclining across the back of a donkey, holding a phiale out
towards Dionysos in his right hand. To the right of the downward-looking donkey prances a satyr, depicted
with hooves as opposed to human feet. The satyr looks back towards the donkey, while gesturing up with his
left hand, and down with the right. Above the central scene, on the curve of the shoulder, two sphinxes are
depicted facing each other, each stretching a paw out towards their companion.

On the reverse of the vase a lion and a stag are shown in the upper band of decoration, and in the central field two
pairs of figures face each other. In each pair a man stands on the left, with a woman to his right.

Hephaistos’s feet are rendered by incision overlapping on the black gloss used for Dionysos’ garment. Both feet
have an incised U-curve indicating the ankle-bone. The right foot is rendered with toes splayed outwards, while
the left (and lower) foot has the toes curled in on themselves; a stark contrast to its companion. In his discussion
of this vase, Dietrich von Bothmer notes the disability displayed here.

References: Rumpf 1927, 52, 106—7, 179; Von Bothmer 1998, 532—40.

APPENDIX 2:
VOCABULARY USED TO DESCRIBE HEPHAISTOS’S DISABILITY

aperyvneig: with both feet crooked

Iliad 1.607, 14.239, 18.383, 18.393, 18.462, 18.587, 18.590, 18.614; Odyssey 8.300, 8.349, 8.357; Hesiod, Theogony
945

KvAAlomodiov: clubfoot
Iliad 18.371, 20.270, 21.331
PpLkvog modag: shrivelled feet

Homeric Hymn to Pythian Apollo 317

27 1 thank Jasper Gaunt for bringing the vase described here to my attention.
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kvijpon aponoi: slender legs
Iliad 18.411, 20.38
£ppov: limping
Iliad 18.421
fredavog: halting
Odyssey 8.311; Homeric Hymn to Pythian Apollo 31
mnpodévta: maimed, mutilated, (in this case) lamed (referring to his feet)
Apollodorus 1.3.5
TOYROiov Avépog pipnolg £oti: it is the likeness of a dwarf (referring to a cult statue of Hephaistos)
Herodotus 3.37.2
ovte oG TOdag £ppopévog: not strong of his feet
Pausanias 5.19.8
Bapvyovvog: heavyknee
Nonnus 5.140
okalovta: limping
Nonnus §.141
AenTodéov okalovia noddv £tepaiyél Taped: limping on poorly matched delicate feet
Nonnus 9.230
Various forms of the verb yoledn: lame
AOLOV £0vTO,
Iliad 18.397; Odyssey 8.308
AOLEVOV
Iliad 18.417, 20.38
AONOG £OV
Odyssey 8.332
AOLOG
Apollodorus 3.14.6

It seems as though there was a trend in the older sources, particularly Homer, to describe
Hephaistos’s lameness specifically in regard to how the disability physically manifested itself,
whereas later literary sources tend to focus on the manner in which Hephaistos moved.
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‘0 yoloc “Hearortog

H Eriotpoen tov Heaiorov orov OAvumo anoteAel Snuo@iAn oknvi g aTtikng Qyyeloypaelos LETAED TV apy®dV 10V
60V ka1 TV T€AOVG T0V S0v audva . X. H iSia oknvi) eviote anavid kot o€ AAAQ €10N QyyEL0TAQOTIKNG. XU QuVa LE TOV
1000, o ‘Heaiotog ntav ymAOS, KAl O OPLOUEVES TEPITTAOELS 1) EV AOY® QVARTPio ATEIKOVIETAL O EMLWYPAPLOUEVAL
ayyeia, oyedov mavia oe oknvég s Emotpoens tov. To mio Sidonuo mapdderyua givar o LEAavOuoppog EALKOTOS
kpatipag Francois, 0 povadixo ayyeio oto omoio mapaméumel ovyvd 10 EKACTOTE TPAYUATEVON TNG YOAOTNTAS TOV
Heaiorov, 6mws auth arnetkovifetar oty oTTikn Qyyeloypagia. Av Kol ol EPEVVNTES TOPATEUTOVY EVIOTE OF Tpla
emnléov artika ayyela wov aneitkovi{ovv v €v A0yw avarnplia, Eva €K TV 0TolwV SEV QVOTOPLOTA TNV ETXLOTPOPN
00, 0AAG TN Yévvnon g AOnvds, oy mPayUaTIKOTHTO UVRAPYOVV OPKETH TEPLOCOTEPX OTTIKA AYYeiQ mOU
ewkovibovv ) ywlotnta tov G0V o€ olykpion ue Oow €lyav tautiotel oto mapelOov. Xto ava yeipas dpbpo
TOPOVOLAL® EXTA VEQ OTTIKA TOPASELYUATO TOV AVATOPLOTOVV EUPAVOS TN YWAOTNTA T0V, KAl TPAYUATEVOUAL TOVG
TOIKIAOVG TPOmOVS LE TOVS Omolovs €E€1KOVISETAL 1) YWAOTNTE TOV OPEVOG, KQL TOV CUCYETIOUO TOVG UE TA WOLKIAQ
Aatpevtikd enibeto T0v B0V agetépov. Tapadeiyuaros ydpiv, o Hearoros oyetileton ue 1o enibero “parfos”, xai
v vripye Stopop ewuévn ikovoypaplio potfov Kopivbiwv kouactdv, n avornpia tov ol dev anodideton ue tov
om0 autov ora artikd ayyeia. To alioonueinto eivar 10 mapddetyua t€6o6pwv ayyelwv wov arsikoviovy v
avarnpia Ue 1po0mo oV VTOSNAOL TOV CUCYETIOUO TIG LE TO CTEPEOTURIO OUTPLKO emibfeTo T0v Hpaiotov “cugryviels”
N “owafoxavng”.

Metdgppaon: Mopio T'. XovBo0
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